This study investigated developmental differences in children's explanations of the intentions underlying the behaviours of others, including behaviours that conflicted with their expectations. Children aged 6-13 and adults explained the intentions underlying their predictions of behaviour following stories with ambiguous, positive, and negative cues. Children were then presented with experimenter-provided conflicting behaviour and explained again. Results indicated that with no clear cues, children and adults had optimistic expectations. When cues were provided, participants across development provided explanations consistent with positive cues, but children under age 10 were reluctant to provide explanations consistent with negative cues, despite good recall. When explaining conflicting behaviour, people may hesitate to overlook suspicions of negative intent sometimes even in the face of good behaviour, and this reluctance may increase with age. Findings suggest we may all overcome an optimistic bias, but children under age 10 may struggle more to do so.
To make sense of the behaviour of the people around us, we often consider the reasons behind their actions. For example, when Nathan sneaks into his school classroom and leaves a mysterious package on a classmate's desk, we may wonder why he has done so. It is plausible that his intentions were positive: Nathan wanted to surprise his classmate with a gift. Alternatively, his intentions may have been negative: Nathan wanted to play a trick to scare his classmate. Considering others' underlying motivation or intent helps us to explain the behaviours we observe. Yet intentions -the underlying connection between someone's mental state and their plan to act (Astington, 2001; Schult, 2002) are not directly observable and are rarely explicit.
In order to make inferences about others' intentions, we often must weigh our own expectations along with a number of different, sometimes conflicting, factors. For example, perhaps, we generally expect students to be well behaved. This expectation may influence how we weigh additional cues. Maybe we know Nathan is good friends with his classmate, but we have also heard that Nathan loves to play clever, sometimes terrifying, pranks. Our expectation that students are generally well behaved may influence how we interpret these contradicting cues about Nathan's behaviour: we may more heavily weigh the knowledge that Nathan is good friends with his classmate, possibly disregarding the rumour that Nathan enjoys pranks. In general, our inferences about others are based on a combination of our own expectations and other factors that we have gleaned from the situation.
In addition, although in everyday life people often behave as we expect, they do not always do so. For example, what if despite our expectations (e.g., Nathan intended to surprise his friend with a gift of an ant farm), Nathan does seem to play a trick on his classmate? We may decide our initial expectation of intent was inaccurate (e.g., Nathan intended to really scare his classmate). Alternatively, we may decide that our initial expectation was accurate, but somehow the actor was unsuccessful at satisfying their plan (e.g., Nathan intended to surprise his classmate with an ant farm, but because the ant farm accidentally broke it scared his classmate). Thus, after a behaviour has occurred, especially when it was unexpected, we may reevaluate our original expectations.
Although much is known about when children can use various intention cues to predict behaviour (Amsterlaw & Wellman, 2006; Boseovski & Lee, 2006; Kalish, 2002; Lockhart, Chang, & Story, 2002; Repacholi & Gopnik, 1997; Rholes & Ruble, 1984; Wellman, Cross, & Watson, 2001) , less is understood about children's and adults' explanations for the intentions underlying the behaviours they observe, especially when behaviour clearly contradicts expectations. Yet this is important because in everyday life children sometimes witness events that are unexpected. When events are surprising or disappointing, children may be especially likely to consider others' intentions. This understanding of intent has the potential to influence social interactions (Crick & Dodge, 1994) , moral decisions about blame and punishment (Kalish, 2006) , and possibly even trust in people in the future. Thus, the current study examines potential developmental differences in the valence of children's explanations for the intentions underlying others' behaviours. We examine the degree to which children and adults perceive others' driving intentions as positive, neutral, or negative in two situations: when making predictions about others, and when explaining behaviours that conflict with their initial expectations. Research related to each of two main research questions will be discussed in turn.
First, are there developmental differences in the valence of children's explanations for their predictions of how others will behave? By elementary school, children are often able to use a number of cues to make inferences about others, including mental states, traits, and past behaviour (Amsterlaw & Wellman, 2006; Boseovski & Lee, 2006; Kalish, 2002; Repacholi & Gopnik, 1997; Rholes & Ruble, 1984; Wellman et al., 2001; Wimmer, Wachter, & Perner, 1982) . However, when making predictions children seem to have an optimistic bias (Boseovski & Lee, 2006; Lockhart et al., 2002; Rholes & Ruble, 1984) . For example, 5-to 6-year-old children endorse that people have the ability to improve negative traits (e.g., missing a finger, clumsy) and sustain positive traits (e.g., good vision, outgoing), and even 7-to 8-year-old children are more optimistic than adults (Lockhart et al., 2002) . Five-to-seven-year-old children are less likely than older children to predict that negative behaviours (e.g., not sharing lunch) will persist over time (Rholes & Ruble, 1984) . Also, although even 6-year-old children can use multiple examples of a behaviour to infer personality traits, they seem to be more reluctant to make inferences from examples consistent with negative personality traits compared to positive personality traits (Boseovski & Lee, 2006) . Thus, when provided with specific information and asked to make predictions about others, children under age 9 can be overly optimistic.
Although this research gives some sense of how children make predictions when provided with specific cues, in everyday life, children and adults are also confronted with situations in which cues to how someone will behave are absent, contradictory, or unclear. Particularly when cues are ambiguous, our expectations about others are likely to influence our inferences about behaviour and intent. It is an open question whether children will continue to have optimistic expectations about others when they have little information on which to base their predictions.
Our understanding of the behaviour of others involves more than just making predictions about the future. After events have occurred, we often contemplate why they happened, especially in instances in which outcomes are unexpected. This leads to our second research question: are there developmental differences in the valence of children's explanations following behaviour that conflicts with their initial expectations?
Little is known about how children's ideas about intentions may change when faced with behaviour that was inconsistent with their predictions. However, related research has investigated developmental differences in how children weigh intentions when evaluating outcomes. This research suggests that there are age-related improvements in children's abilities to integrate information about intentions when evaluating outcomes (Costanzo, Coie, Grumet, & Farnill, 1973; Farnill, 1974; Karniol, 1978; Wimmer et al., 1982; Weiner & Peter, 1973; Zelazo, Helwig, & Lau, 1996) . For example, when evaluating outcomes by assigning rewards, 4-year-olds tend to focus primarily on the outcome (e.g., a small or large amount of the fence painted), and as children grow older, they are increasingly more likely to base their rewards on intentions (e.g., effort to paint a fence; Wimmer et al., 1982) .
Although this line of research addresses the idea that as children grow older they are better able to reflect on intentions when evaluating outcomes, it does not address whether children may interpret events in light of their pre-existing expectations. Yet it is clear that children's expectations do play an important role in their interpretations of outcomes. For example, 11-and 12-year-old's expectations regarding liked, disliked, or neutral peers relate to their explanations of each peer's behaviour in ambiguous situations (Peets, Hodges, & Salmivalli, 2008) . Four-to twelve-year-old children explain behaviour that is consistent with their expectations about a peer (e.g., a liked peer's positive behaviour, a disliked peer's negative behaviour) by focusing on dispositional factors, whereas they explain behaviour that is not consistent with their expectations about a peer (e.g., a liked peer's negative behaviour, a disliked peer's positive behaviour) by focusing on situational factors (Guerin, 1999) . Also, children higher in social anxiety endorse different kinds of explanations for positive and negative social scenarios, with children higher in social anxiety catastrophizing negative events and discounting positive events more than children lower in social anxiety (Vassilopoulos & Banerjee, 2008) . Similarly, aggressive and non-aggressive boys provide different kinds of explanations for the behaviour of others in ambiguous situations, with aggressive boys interpreting intentions more negatively (Dodge & Tomlin, 1987) . Taken together, these findings highlight the idea that in some situations, children are likely to rely on their expectations when interpreting behaviours. But what about when behaviours conflict with children's initial expectations? It is an open question whether children's positive expectations will persist in the face of a clearly negative outcome.
One difficulty in piecing together the strands of research regarding how children explain the intentions underlying behaviour is that different methods have been used for each line of research. When examining children's predictions of behaviour, researchers typically provide intention cues and ask children about the behaviours that will happen next. This research tends to find that children under age 9 sometimes make overly positive predictions about others' behaviour (Boseovski & Lee, 2006; Lockhart et al., 2002; Rholes & Ruble, 1984) . In contrast, when examining children's evaluations of behaviour, researchers typically provide intention cues and specific behaviour and ask children to evaluate the behaviour. This is generally done without measuring children's expectations of how the intention cues provided may influence behaviour. This research indicates that in some of these situations, children under age 8 are sometimes swayed by the valence of the outcome when evaluating it (Karniol, 1978; Wimmer et al., 1982) . In order to examine children's inferences of intentions throughout an interaction, we designed this study so that children would explain the intentions underlying behaviours that they predicted as well as behaviours that conflicted with children's initial predictions. Thus, we were able to examine developmental changes in the valence of children's explanations of the intentions underlying predicted behaviour as well as behaviour that clearly conflicted with children's original expectations.
In the current study, an interviewer presented children ages 6-13 and adults with 12 scenarios briefly describing an interaction between a main character and a classmate. The main character's intentions towards the classmate were varied: four stories were ambiguous (e.g., no intention cue provided), four stories contained a positive intention cue, and four stories contained a negative intention cue. Based on the short scenarios, participants were asked to make a prediction about the main character's behaviour towards the classmate and to explain the intentions underlying that prediction. After establishing their expectation, a conflicting behaviour was presented. Participants were asked to explain why the character behaved differently from initial expectations. Finally, participants were asked to recall the cues provided in the eight stories (e.g., four positive and four negative) that included cues.
Hypotheses related to each of the research questions are as follows. First, are there developmental differences in the valence of children's explanations about the intentions underlying predicted behaviour? We expected that regardless of age, participants would give positive explanations for positive stories. However, given that children under age 9 tend to make overly optimistic predictions (Boseovski & Lee, 2008; Lockhart et al., 2002; Rholes & Ruble, 1984) , we expected that children under age 9 would provide more optimistic explanations than older children following ambiguous and negative stories.
Second, are there developmental differences in the valence of children's explanations about the intentions underlying behaviours that conflict with their initial expectations? Clearly, young children may place less emphasis on information about intentions when evaluating outcomes compared to older children (Costanzo et al., 1973; Farnill, 1974; Karniol, 1978; Weiner & Peter, 1973; Wimmer et al., 1982; Zelazo et al., 1996) . However, unlike previous research, in the current study, we measured children's initial expectations about others' underlying intentions. We expected that this design would potentially encourage children to consider their own initial ideas (which they explicitly stated) along with the experimenter-provided intention cues (as in previous research). Thus, we anticipated that an additional factor, valence, may play a role in the manner in which children integrate their own ideas with experimenterprovided cues.
Given that negative information is often more salient than positive information for both children and adults (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001) , we anticipated that participants in the current study would focus more on negative information, whether it be their initially articulated idea about intentions or a negative conflicting behaviour. Thus, we hypothesized that when participants had positive expectations about the main character's intentions and were presented with a negative conflicting behaviour, they would focus more on the negative valence of the outcome. In contrast, when participants had negative expectations about the main character's intentions and were presented with a positive conflicting behaviour, they would focus more on their initial, negative expectations.
Method
Participants Twenty 6-to 7-year-olds (M ¼ 7:36, SD ¼ 0:43), twenty 8-to 9-year-olds (M ¼ 8:95, SD ¼ 0:56), twenty 10-to 13-year-olds (M ¼ 11:61, SD ¼ 0:92), and twenty adults (M ¼ 27:41, SD ¼ 7:07) participated. There were equal numbers of girls and boys in each age group. The sample reflected the distribution of ethnic groups in XXX: Q1 approximately 48.3% Caucasian, 35.7% Hispanic, 11.9% African-American, and 4.1% other. Recruitment was from summer camps, the community, and through the University of XXX Psychology participant pool.
Q1
Design and procedure Design The study was a 4 (age groupÞ £ 3 (story type: ambiguous, positive, negative) design. There were four story plots (e.g., finding something, leaving something, saying something, warning someone) and a variation of each plot for each story type. The stories were loosely adapted from previous research and from brainstorming with children and adults. Through piloting, we ensured that ambiguous stories were as open ended as possible, and that positive and negative cues were understandable to children (see Appendix, for examples of each story plot).
For each story, the name of the main character was matched to the gender of the participant because of significant gender segregation during elementary school (Maccoby, 1998) , and because of 7-to 9-year-old children's differing perceptions of boys and girls (Heyman, 2001) . Stories were placed into three orders for each gender, with each order including 12 stories. The four ambiguous stories were always presented first, to ensure intention cues included in positive and negative stories did not influence participants' explanations in ambiguous stories. Presentation of the remaining stories was counterbalanced for valence. Presentation of conflicting behaviour was always the opposite valence of participants' forced-choice predictions of behaviour.
Training Parents' permission was obtained prior to the time of the interview. At the time of the interview, participants first heard a short introduction that included the reasons for the study and a question in which they were asked to provide verbal assent. Then, they were instructed to answer the questions based on 'what you think you would be most likely to see happen with the kids around you'.
Next, participants were trained to use a certainty scale in response to, 'how sure are you?'. The scale was accompanied by pictures of clip art, cartoon-like faces that appeared confident, neutral, and confused with the words 'sure', 'neutral', and 'unsure' printed below the corresponding face. Training concluded with a brief reminder of the instructions.
Overview of the interview Following training, each participant was engaged in a one-on-one, approximately 15 min, interview, in a relatively quiet space. During the interview, participants were presented with 12 short scenarios and a series of questions related to each scenario. A complete example story and list of questions are provided in Table 1 . Clip art pictures were presented to capture the participants' attention but not convey additional information. For adults, the instructions were modified slightly to explain the study was designed for children. Interviews were audio recorded and transcribed.
Explaining predicted behaviour After presentation of each story, participants were asked about their expectations. First, participants were asked to make an open-ended prediction of behaviour (e.g., What do you think Nathan will say/do/leave?). When necessary, follow-up questions were asked to clarify the participant's initial prediction. When participants suggested more than one possibility, they were asked to choose the most likely option (e.g., Which do you think is the most likely?). When participants suggested the main character would leave something ambiguous, they were asked to clarify (e.g., If the participant stated the main character would leave a note, they were asked to clarify the contents of the note.). Second, participants were asked to explain their prediction (e.g., Why do you think Nathan will say/do/leave that?). Third, because questions about participants' expectations were open ended, a forced-choice prediction of behaviour question was asked to ensure the valence of participants' predictions were clearly positive or negative (to allow for presentation of conflicting behaviour; e.g., If you HAD to choose, do you think Nathan will leave something mean or nice?). Finally, participants were asked to rate the certainty of their response (e.g., How sure are you: sure, neutral, or unsure.)
Explaining conflicting behaviour After establishing participants' expectations, a conflicting behaviour (of opposite valence) was presented (e.g., It does seem like Nathan will leave something mean/nice [Agreed with the participant's closed-ended prediction]. What if for some reason this time Nathan leaves something mean/nice [Opposite from the closed-ended prediction]). Next, participants were asked to explain the conflicting behaviour (e.g., Why would he do that?) Finally, to encourage elaboration sometimes follow-up questions were asked (e.g., What do you mean?/Why is that?).
Memory question
The eight stories that included a positive or negative cue concluded with a question to monitor memory for the intention cue in the story (e.g., 'When I first told you about Nathan, what did he want to do?').
Coding

Overview of coding
Participants' explanations of intentions underlying their predictions and conflicting behaviours were coded for valence. Responses to the memory question were coded for accuracy. For each of these categories, one experimenter coded 100% of the responses. Inter-rater reliability was established by independent coding of 25% of participants' responses including a subset from each age group.
Coding for valence
Explanations of intentions underlying predictions (open-ended prediction of behaviour and explanations of predicted behaviour were examined as a whole) and explanations of conflicting behaviours were examined for the valence of references to the main character's underlying intentions towards the classmate. Prior to coding for inter-rater reliability, coders reviewed a sample of participants' responses in order to establish guidelines for coding into the following mutually exclusive categories: positive (e.g., 'A nice present. Because it's always nice to bring presents and it's never nice to give him something he's allergic to or something he doesn't like.'/'Because maybe um she wanted to be nice, not go off and be mean. Be wonderful and pretty nice and wonderful.'), neutral (e.g., 'A note, because he wants to ask him something, a question.'/'She liked the watch and she would buy her friend another watch.'), or negative (e.g., 'Your braces look bad, because he thinks it looks bad.'/'Because he doesn't care about that person, and he doesn't like him, and he is mean to him all the time.').
For predictions, Cohen's kappa coefficient was .90 (agreements was 94%). Of the 960 total possible open-ended predictions, 3 were coded as no response. For conflicting behaviour, Cohen's kappa coefficient was .82 (agreement was 90%). Of the 960 total possible open-ended explanations, 26 were coded as no response.
Coding for accuracy
Responses to the memory question were coded as incorrect if participants' responses conflicted with the intention cue presented in the original story or if participants provided no response; correct if they were consistent with the intention cue presented in the story; and, experimental error when the question was not asked. Cohen's kappa coefficient was .76 (agreement was 97%). Of the 640 total possible responses to the memory question, 12 were coded as experimental error. These responses were excluded from further analysis.
Results
The current study examined explanations of the intentions underlying behaviour. To examine the valence of children's explanations of the intentions underlying their predictions of behaviour, 'Explanations of predicted behaviour' section reviews the valence of participants' open-and closed-ended explanations of predictions. To examine the valence of children's explanations for the intentions underlying behaviours that conflict with their initial expectations, 'Explanations of conflicting behaviour' section reviews the valence of participants' explanations of conflicting behaviour. Finally, to ensure that differences between participants' responses were not solely related to Q2 differences in memory for the cues provided in positive and negative stories, 'Accuracy: Memory question' section reviews the recall data.
Explanations of predicted behaviour
We expected that participants of all ages would provide positive explanations for positive stories. However, for ambiguous and negative stories, we anticipated that young children's explanations of predicted behaviour would be more positive than those of older children and adults. Following each story, participants were asked to make an open-ended prediction of behaviour and to explain their prediction. These responses were transcribed and coded as positive, neutral, and negative. Then, the four story plots were grouped for analysis 1 and we calculated the total number of stories in which participants made positive, neutral, or negative predictions for each cue condition (i.e., ambiguous, positive, or negative).
1 To examine the differences between story plots, we conducted analyses using repeated measures ANOVAs on the number of predictions that were positive, neutral, and negative following each story plot (i.e., leave, find, warn, word) in each cue condition (i.e., ambiguous, positive, negative). There were no differences between the story plots in the positive cue condition. In the ambiguous cue condition, there was a significant interaction between plot and response valence, Fð6; 474Þ ¼ 4:23, p , :001, l 2 ¼ :05. Post hoc tests revealed that participants were slightly more neutral for the leave story than the warn story. In the negative cue condition, there was a significant interaction between plot and response valence, Fð6; 474Þ ¼ 5:87, p , :001, l 2 ¼ :07. Post hoc tests revealed that participants were slightly more positive for the find story than the other stories, and more neutral about the word story than other stories. Though there were some significant findings, both the pragmatic differences between the averages and the effect sizes were quite small: the largest effect size was l 2 ¼ :12 for neutral responses in the negative cue condition and all other effect sizes were at or below l 2 ¼ :07. Therefore, we chose to group the stories for analyses.
To examine the differences between predictions in each cue condition, a 4 (age groupÞ £ 3 (cue conditionÞ £ 3 (response valence: positive, neutral, or negative) repeated measures ANOVA was conducted on the number of positive, neutral, and negative responses for each cue condition. Age group was a between-subjects variables in this ANOVA and each ANOVA mentioned afterwards. There was a main effect of response valence in that participants made more positive predictions (M . However, these explanations were quite rare overall: only 3% of the responses fit into this category for the positive cue condition. Thus, overall most participants provided quite positive responses in this condition, with older children and adults just slightly more positive than younger children.
For predictions in the ambiguous cue condition, there was a main effect of response valence in that, overall, participants provided more positive (M ¼ 2:91, SE ¼ :10) than . Thus, with age participants were increasingly more likely to rely on negative cues, peaking between 10-and 13-years-old.
In addition to being asked open-ended questions, participants were asked a forcedchoice prediction of behaviour question. We examined these closed-ended responses to see if they were consistent with the open-ended data. Participants were asked to choose between positive and negative behaviour and to rate their certainty (e.g., sure, neutral, unsure). These responses were converted to a six-point scale: a rating of 1 meant that the participant was sure the main character would act negatively and a rating of 6 meant that the participant was sure the main character would act positively. Thus, in between scores reflect less degree of certainty about whether the character would act positively or negatively. A closed-ended prediction score was calculated for each participant in each cue condition by averaging their closed-ended responses for each story in the cue condition. Then, a 4 (age groupÞ £ 3 (cue condition) repeated measures ANOVA was conducted on the forced-choice predictions of behaviour scores.
Findings for the closed-ended predictions are consistent with findings for openended predictions. There was a main effect of cue condition in that participants were extremely confident positive behaviour would follow positive cues (M ¼ 5:87, SE ¼ :03), fairly confident positive behaviour would follow ambiguous stories (M ¼ 5:34, SE ¼ :07), and less confident negative behaviour would follow negative cues (M ¼ 2:54, SE ¼ :14), Fð2; 152Þ ¼ 460:41, p , :001, h 2 ¼ :86. There was also an interaction between cue condition and age group, Fð6; 152Þ ¼ 9:96, p , :001, h 2 ¼ :28. Participants of all age groups endorsed that positive behaviour would follow positive cues and ambiguous stories. In contrast, following negative cues, the younger two age groups were less likely than older children and adults to endorse that negative behaviours would follow negative (with increasing age, M ¼ 3:54, SE ¼ :34; M ¼ 3:15, SE ¼ :36; M ¼ 1:59, SE ¼ :14; M ¼ 1:90, SE ¼ :19). This pattern may have resulted because young children sometimes endorsed that a positive behaviour would occur despite a negative cue or because younger children endorsed lower degrees of certainty that negative responses would occur. Nonetheless, the results for closed-ended responses reflected open-ended responses: across age groups participants made positive predictions following positive cues and ambiguous stories, yet there were developmental differences following negative cues -younger children were less confident about negative claims than older children and adults.
Explanations of conflicting behaviour
Based on the valence of participants' closed-ended predictions of behaviour, an opposite valence behaviour (e.g., conflicting) was presented. Participants were reminded of what they had initially expected and were told that someone had acted differently. Then they were asked to explain why the conflicting behaviour may have occurred. The design permitted analysis of two situations: (1) explaining negative behaviour following a positive prediction (i.e., ambiguous and positive cue condition), and (2) explaining positive behaviour following a negative prediction (i.e., negative cue condition). This allowed us to examine the hypothesis that participants may be more likely to focus on negative than positive information (e.g., their prediction or the conflicting behaviour).
The coded data for explanations of conflicting behaviour was converted to numeric values (e.g., 1, positive; 0, neutral; 2 1, negative). Using those values, we calculated an average valence score for negative conflicting behaviours (i.e., experimenterprovided negative behaviours that conflicted with participants' positive predictions) and for positive conflicting behaviours (i.e., experimenter-provided positive behaviours that conflicted with participants' negative predictions). Next, we conducted a 4 (participant age groupÞ £ 2 (conflicting behaviour valence) repeated measures ANOVA on the average valence of explanations for conflicting behaviours. There was a main effect of conflicting behaviour in that overall participants provided more favourable explanations for positive conflicting behaviour than negative conflicting behaviour, Fð1; 69Þ ¼ 286:78, p , :001, h 2 ¼ :81. There was also an interaction between conflicting behaviour valence and age group, Fð3; 69Þ ¼ 3:178, p , :05, h 2 ¼ :12. To examine this interaction, we conducted separate one-way ANOVAs on the average valence scores following positive and negative conflicting behaviours. There was a significant difference between the age groups following negative conflicting behaviours in that, although across age groups participants provided negative responses for negative behaviours, adults were less negative than children, Fð3; 76Þ One potential issue with using average valence scores is that they do not take into account the variability in children's responses. For instance, the average score for a participant who provided four neutral explanations will be the same as the average score for a participant who provided two positive and two negative explanations. Thus, we calculated proportion scores to better represent the variability between children in the number of explanations provided for each conflicting behaviour type in each cue condition: we divided the number of explanations that were positive, negative, or neutral by the total number of responses participants provided for that conflicting behaviour type. Proportion scores also allowed us to account for the fact that participants often explained fewer instances of positive than negative conflicting behaviours because they made fewer negative predictions (i.e., 224 instances of positive conflicting behaviour vs. 317 instances of negative conflicting behaviour). Indeed, there were seven children (four 6-to 7-year-olds and three 8-to 9-year-olds) who needed to be eliminated from these analyses because they did not explain any instances of positive conflicting behaviour, as they did not make any negative predictions in the negative cue condition. The results from the proportion score calculations are presented in Figure 2 .
Although examining proportion scores may provide important insight into what types of explanations children provided the most, they also have some limitations: it is not appropriate to compare proportion scores within a conflicting behaviour type in an ANOVA (e.g., positive to neutral to negative responses) because the scores depend on each other. That said, it is acceptable to compare proportion scores across conflicting behaviour types because the scores are independent. Therefore, we used the proportion scores to more closely address the hypothesis that participants would focus more on negative information. Specifically, we expected that when participants are faced with a behaviour that conflicts with their original expectations, they may account for their expectations differently depending on the valence of the conflicting behaviour. If something negative happens, they will likely provide negative explanations, paying less attention to their original positive expectations. In contrast, if something positive happens, they may still keep in mind their initial negative expectations and respond more neutrally or less positively. Thus, we would expect a few differences between the proportion of positive, neutral, and negative explanations for positive and negative conflicting behaviours.
First, because negative outcomes may be more salient than positive outcomes, we would expect participants to be more likely to overlook their initial positive ideas by providing more negative explanations for negative conflicting behaviour than positive explanations for positive conflicting behaviour. We examined this possibility with a 4 (age groupÞ £ 2 (conflicting behaviour type) repeated measures ANOVA conducted on the proportion of negative responses to negative conflicting behaviour in the positive cue condition and positive responses to positive conflicting behaviour in the negative cue condition.
There was a main effect of conflicting behaviour type in that, overall, participants provided a larger proportion of responses that were negative following negative conflicting behaviour (M ¼ 0:79, SE ¼ :03) than positive following positive conflicting behaviour (M ¼ 0:68, SE ¼ :04), Fð1; 69Þ ¼ 9:18, p , :01, h 2 ¼ :12. There was no significant interaction between response valence and age group, Fð3; 69Þ ¼ 1:29, p ¼ :29, h 2 ¼ :05. Thus, overall, participants seemed to focus more on the valence of negative than positive outcomes.
Second, because participants may be more likely to focus on their original negative expectations than their original positive ones, we would expect that participants may be likely to integrate their initial negative ideas by providing more neutral responses for negative conflicting behaviour than positive conflicting behaviour. We examined this possibility with a 4 (age groupÞ£2 (conflicting behaviour type) repeated measures ANOVA conducted on the proportion of neutral responses to negative conflicting behaviour in the positive cue condition and the proportion of neutral responses to positive conflicting behaviour in the negative cue condition. There was no significant effect of conflicting behaviour Fð1; 69Þ ¼ 0:17, p ¼ :69, h 2 ¼ :00, but there was a trend towards a significant interaction between age group and conflicting behaviour Fð3; 69Þ ¼ 2:10, p ¼ :10, h 2 ¼ :08. This trend was examined with one-way ANOVAs conducted on the proportion of neutral responses for each conflicting behaviour type. Following positive conflicting behaviour, participants were increasingly likely to provide neutral responses with age, Fð3; 69Þ ¼ 3:45, p , :05, h 2 ¼ :13 (with increasing age: M ¼ 0:06, SE ¼ :06; M ¼ 0:11, SE ¼ :06; M ¼ 0:18, SE ¼ :05; M ¼ 0:30, SE ¼ :05). However, following negative conflicting behaviour there were no significant differences between the age groups, Fð3; 69Þ ¼ 1:22, p ¼ :31, h 2 ¼ :05. Although these findings are tentative, they suggest that with age, participants are increasingly likely to keep in mind their initial negative ideas when explaining positive outcomes, by compromising with a more neutral explanation.
Third, because participants may be more likely to focus on their original negative expectations than their original positive ones, we would expect participants to provide more negative explanations for positive conflicting behaviour than positive explanations for negative conflicting behaviour. We examined this possibility with a 4 (age groupÞ £ 2 (conflicting behaviour type) repeated measures ANOVA conducted on the proportion of negative responses to negative conflicting behaviour in the positive cue condition and the proportion of negative responses to positive conflicting behaviour in the negative cue condition. There was a main effect of conflicting behaviour type in that, overall, participants provided a larger proportion of responses that were purely negative following positive conflicting behaviour (M ¼ 0:15, SE ¼ :03) than purely positive following negative conflicting behaviour (M ¼ 0:03, SE ¼ :01), Fð1; 69Þ ¼ 14:75, p , :001, h 2 ¼ :18. There was no significant interaction between response valence and age group, Fð3; 69Þ ¼ :09, p ¼ :96, h 2 ¼ :00. In other words, this supports that participants of all ages were more likely to keep in mind their initial negative ideas, providing more negative responses in spite of a positive conflicting behaviour.
In sum, although these findings show that participants generally explained conflicting behaviour by referring to the valence of the outcome, the degree to which they did so depended on the valence of their expectations as well as the outcomes.
Accuracy: Memory question For positive and negative cue conditions following questions about conflicting behaviour, participants were asked to recall what the main character initially wanted to do. Responses to the memory question were analysed to ensure that differences between the age groups' explanations of conflicting behaviour were not solely related to developmental differences in memory for the intention cue. Responses were transcribed and coded as correct, incorrect, or experimental error (when the experimenter failed to ask the recall question). Then, we calculated the number of stories in which participants provided correct responses or incorrect responses as well as the number of stories in which there was an experimenter error and the question was not asked. The mean number of responses in each category are reported in Table 2 .
To examine the recall responses for developmental and valence differences, a 4 (age groupÞ £ 2 (cue condition: positive or negativeÞ £ 2 (response type: correct or incorrect) repeated measures ANOVA was conducted on the number of correct and incorrect responses. As the number of experimenter errors was small (12 of 640 questions), it was dropped from the analyses. There was a main effect of response type in that participants provided significantly more correct (M ¼ 3:78, SE ¼ :04) than incorrect responses (M ¼ 0:14, SE ¼ :03), Fð1; 72Þ ¼ 4; 381:20, p , :001, h 2 ¼ :98. There was also an interaction between response type and age group, Fð3; 76Þ ¼ 3:70, p , :05, h 2 ¼ :13. With age participants provided increasingly more correct responses. There were no additional significant effects or interactions. Thus, although there were developmental improvements in recall ability, there were no significant differences in recall between positive and negative cues.
Discussion
The current study investigated potential developmental differences in children's explanations of the intentions underlying behaviour throughout an interaction. First, we examined the valence of explanations of intentions underlying predicted behaviour. Note. There were four stories in each cue condition. Thus, four is the highest score possible. Error indicates instances in which the experimenter did not ask the recall question. A memory question was not asked for ambiguous stories as an intention cue was not included in ambiguous stories.
Overall, results indicated that children and adults have overwhelmingly positive expectations about other people. When cues were positive, there were small developmental differences in that with age, participants became increasingly more likely to use positive cues. However, overall, both children and adults were extremely positive following positive cues. When cues were ambiguous, there were also developmental differences in that children were somewhat more optimistic than adults, peaking at 8-to-9-years-old. Yet again, overall, both children and adults were still quite positive following ambiguous stories. In contrast, when cues were negative, there were significant developmental differences in that children became increasingly more willing to use negative cues with 10-to 13-year-old children appearing quite similar to adults. Young children's greater reluctance to use negative cues did not seem to indicate a lack of understanding of the cues. Although there was some developmental improvement in recall, overall memory for both the positive and negative intention cues was good. Instead, developmental differences seemed to relate to interpretation of the negative cues: children under age 10 were often more likely than older children and adults to place more weight on their expectations that people generally want to do positive things. In fact, it seems that children often purposefully chose not to use the negative cue. For example, one child argued ' … he won't say the braces look bad, because that's just going to be rude … that's just rude … he would say that those are cool braces'. Another child explained how the character could positively frame their opinion, ' … you might want to polish your braces a little bit. They're not looking as well as they could look but they're still pretty good because he wants his classmate to notice and be happy'. Yet another child minimized the negative intent to 'really scare' the classmate, by suggesting the main character would leave, 'a little Halloween candy to be nice and not scare him very badly'. Young children seemed to recognize and understand negative cues, but unlike children ages 10 to 13 and adults, they often chose not to use them.
Second, we examined the valence of explanations of intentions underlying experimenter-provided conflicting behaviour. Overall, children and adults often provided explanations that were consistent with the valence of the conflicting behaviour. In other words, children and adults seemed to update their explanations based on concrete behaviours, focusing more strongly on the behaviours themselves than the original intention cues. Beyond this, however, there were also indications that participants place more weight on negative than positive information. In support, the valence of negative conflicting behaviours seemed to outweigh initial positive ideas: participants provided a larger proportion of negative responses for negative conflicting behaviour than positive responses for positive conflicting behaviour. Also, participants were more likely to keep in mind their initial negative ideas than their initial positive ideas: they provided a larger proportion of negative responses for positive conflicting behaviour than positive responses for negative conflicting behaviour. Moreover, there was a tentative suggestion that with age children grew more likely to keep in mind their initial negative ideas: with age participants provided increasingly more neutral responses for positive behaviours that conflicted with their initial negative ideas. In sum, although often participants may provide explanations that are consistent with the valence of conflicting behaviours, negative information can also be quite salient. People may hesitate to overlook their ideas about negative intentions, either their initial expectations or a negative conflicting behaviour. Moreover, this reluctance to overlook the possibility of negative intent seems to increase with age.
What do these findings tell us about developmental changes in how children and adults think about the intentions of others? Although across development children and adults often expect that people have positive intentions (Boseovski & Lee, 2006; Lockhart et al., 2002; Rholes & Ruble, 1984) , older children and adults are more likely to rely on negative cues than younger children. In support, although all participants showed fairly good recall for the intentions cues provided in the stories, children under age 10 were less pessimistic when explaining the intentions underlying their predictions than older children and adults, seeming to rely instead on their own positive expectations. This is in line with previous research finding that children sometimes require more evidence to make negative inferences than positive ones (Boseovski & Lee, 2006 , 2008 .
Moreover, even in instances in which younger children did choose to rely on a negative intention cue to make a negative prediction about behaviour, they still seemed somewhat more willing than adults to accept a positive outcome: they provided a smaller proportion of neutral responses. This in part may be because in some situations young children may have difficulty integrating intentions when evaluating outcomes (e.g., Karniol, 1978; Weiner & Peter, 1973; Wimmer et al., 1982) . However, this does not explain why children were more likely to demonstrate doubt by providing more neutral responses when the intention cue was negative than positive. Despite children's optimistic biases, when faced with a negative conflicting behaviour, children in the current study abandoned their positive expectations. In fact, when explaining negative conflicting behaviour, the idea that someone behaved poorly seemed to override positive expectations for all age groups. This is somewhat inconsistent with previous research that finds that by age 8 (if not earlier), children consider intentions when assigning reward or punishment (Karniol, 1978; Weiner & Peter, 1973; Wimmer et al., 1982) . Some possible explanations for this difference relate to methodological differences between the studies.
First, in the current study, we were interested in the manner in which ideas about intentions changed throughout an interaction. Therefore, we asked participants about their initial expectations, presented them with more information -a behaviour -and asked again. Though it seems reasonable that participants' ideas about the conflicting behaviours changed because they were presented with new concrete information, it is also possible they felt they needed to change their answer. Future research can address this issue by presenting participants with conflicting behaviours as well as behaviours that are consistent with their initial expectations.
Second, in past studies, when children have evaluated outcomes, they have done so by assigning different degrees of reward and punishment. In the current study, children's evaluations of outcomes were categorized by valence (i.e., positive, neutral, or negative). As a result, children may have categorized negative outcomes as negative regardless of the intentions. Yet, if they were allowed to use a scale to indicate various degrees of negativity, they might be willing to admit that a negative outcome due to negative intentions is more negative than a negative outcome resulting from positive intentions. It is also possible that even with the use of a scale, young children may still evaluate negative behaviours that conflict with their positive expectations as bad regardless of their initial ideas about intentions. Given findings across social psychology that people are biased to process negative information (e.g., feelings, experiences) more deeply than positive information (Baumeister et al., 2001) , it may be difficult for people to overlook concrete evidence indicating that someone behaved negatively. Indeed, even adults sometimes have difficulty overlooking the severity of an outcome (e.g., the consequences of an accident) to consider other information (e.g., intentions) when making judgments about blame (Mazzacco, Alicke, & Dawis, 2004; Robbennolt, 2000; Walster, 1966) .
To learn more about what it takes for children to overcome their optimistic bias, future research examining children's understanding of intentions should vary the quality or strength of the evidence. The current study is based on a small sample of stories, and it is possible that children did not perceive the intention cues in some of the stories to be unambiguously negative. Indeed, there are different degrees of negativity. For instance, wishing to 'really scare' someone is less negative than wishing to physically harm someone. Thus, it will be important to test children's ideas with other stories and using other methodology. Perhaps, if the negative intent was inferred from a real-world interaction, younger children might be more likely to overcome their positive expectations and demonstrate less scepticism towards negative cues. However, it is also possible that young children generally remain optimistic even in the face of strong contradictory evidence. In fact, some researchers have suggested that optimism may benefit young children (Bjorklund & Green, 1992; Schwebel & Plumert, 1999; Zuckerman, 2001) . For instance, given how much learning children face, overconfident beliefs about their abilities may help children to maintain healthy self-efficacy and stay motivated to try new tasks (Bjorklund & Green, 1992) . However, although optimism is associated with a host of positive outcomes including better physical and mental health (Scheier & Carver, 1987; Segerstrom, Taylor, Kemeny, & Fahey, 1998; Seligman, 2008) , in some situations inaccurate optimistic expectations may have long-term costs for adults (Colvin, Block, & Funder, 1995; Norem & Chang, 2002; Robins & Beer, 2001) . Thus, over time, it is important for children to temper their positive expectations to develop a healthy balance. As the current study was cross-sectional, we can only gain an overall sense of how children begin to temper their optimism. In future work, it will be important to also use a longitudinal approach to learn more about how children learn to blend optimistic expectations with realistic interpretations of the world.
In conclusion, our results indicate that when there are no cues to suggest otherwise, children and adults may generally have optimistic expectations about the intentions of others. In addition, the current study contributes to a growing literature examining young children's optimism by examining how children's positive biases extend to their explanations of intentions underlying behaviour. There are developmental differences related to reliance on intention cues, particularly negative cues: unlike older children and adults, young children may hesitate to accept that others can have negative intent, and with age they may be increasingly likely to overlook suspicions of negative intent when explaining behaviours that conflict with their initial negative ideas. Yet young children are not completely naive: like older children and adults, young children can recognize that negative behaviours are likely due to negative intent. It is important for us to understand more about how children learn to balance positive expectations with a dose of reality given that too much of either optimism or cynicism may potentially be harmful.
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